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ABSTRACT 
 
Grave markers from St. Michael’s Cemetery in Pensacola, Florida, were studied for 
evidence of ethnicity and acculturation. The 1,447 grave markers dating from 1870 to 1939 were 
used to test two hypotheses: 1) the grave markers for ethnic groups represented in the cemetery 
during the project’s time period have identifiable sets of burial attributes; and 2) changes in the 
visible ethnic attribute sets show evidence of the acculturation of ethnic groups over time. 
Physical attributes pertaining to grave markers, and personal characteristics (e.g. sex, 
age) for the individuals inscribed upon the markers were collected for analysis. Historical 
sources were used to assign ethnicity to each marker by determining the ancestry of the 
individuals memorialized. Grave marker attributes for ten ethnic groups were examined. 
The statistical results indicate a correlation of ethnicity with marker attributes. Central 
Europeans had the most identifiable preferences including large markers, vertical markers, floral 
design motifs, and headstone molding. Other observable ethnic patterns include the use of family 
markers, non-marble materials, horizontal markers, relationship wording, and religious 
symbolism. 
Spatial analysis illustrates that ethnic markers were dispersed across the cemetery; this 
lack of segregation in the graveyard may be due to acculturation. However, the diachronic 
changes in burial identifiers cannot be clearly ascribed to the acculturation of immigrants. Use of 
marble materials and the height of markers diminished for all ethnic groups. Changes in the 
memorialization industry were likely contributing factors to differences in attribute selection 
over time. Therefore, while ethnic burial identifiers are statistically visible in the cemetery 
landscape, attribute changes are not exclusively caused by acculturation.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Designating the final resting place of human remains has been a long-standing 
tradition in many cultures. The ceremonial rituals surrounding death and burial are 
extremely varied, but many historic cultures finalize the burial act by creating a memorial 
marker. With fieldstones, wood, bronze, marble, or granite, humans erect a marker to 
memorialize the dead—whether or not a body lies below it. From minimalistic lollipop 
traffic accident signs to elaborate sculptures, these markers are a form of cultural 
expression.  
Ethnic and religious groups have differing customs involving the disposal of their 
dead. Ethnicity can be ―seen‖ not only in the treatment and raiment of the corpse, but also 
above the ground in the cemetery landscape (Irish et al. 1993) (Figure 1). Ethnic groups 
often use distinctive languages and customs, and after immigration, live in close-knit 
communities so the customs of their homeland continue in their adopted land. When 
these groups immigrated to places such as Florida, they tried to establish a sense of 
community by preserving traditions and maintaining their identity even after death 
(Francis et al. 2005). While some immigrants buried their dead in ethnic cemeteries, 
those immigrants without a large population in the new area may have shared a cemetery 
with other ethnic groups. These community cemeteries are useful for studying the impact 
of ethnicity on burial identifiers, such as grave markers. For centuries, Pensacola was an 
important port city on the trade routes through the northern Gulf of Mexico and attracted 
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various ethnic groups. St. Michael’s Cemetery (SMC) in Pensacola, contains a broad 
array of ethnic groups and is of sufficient size to produce a significant sample. 
 
Figure 1 – Italian inscription (Maffei 1882) 
 
Although there have been numerous studies of grave markers in various regions 
and time periods in the United States (Deetz and Dethlefsen 1967; Nutty 1978; Huber 
1982; Jordan 1982; Nakagawa 1990; Little 1998; Rainville 1999; Mallios and Caterino 
2007), there has not been an emphasis on studying 19
th
- and 20
th
-century Florida. Four 
cemetery projects in Florida have been found in published and unpublished literature. 
Dethlefsen’s (1981) Alachua County study involved three cemeteries and showed 
diachronic changes in grave markers from 1860 to 1976. Giroux’s (n.d.) project analyzed 
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aboveground tombs in seventy Orange and Seminole county cemeteries for changes in 
material, style, and inscriptions from 1905 to 2008. Liebens’s (2003) survey and brief 
orientation/material analysis of St. Michael’s Cemetery used the same dataset that is the 
basis for this thesis project. Murphy (2007) analyzed fraternal symbol usage in Orlando’s 
Greenwood Cemetery from 1880 to 2007.  
The present study builds upon previous research to expand the literature on the 
analysis of ethnic visibility through grave marker attributes, stylistic changes in marker 
properties over time, and the study of ethnicity and acculturation. The methodology used 
for this project involved historical research to identify birthplaces for each memorialized 
individual to allow the accurate assignation of ethnicity to grave markers in cemeteries. 
St. Michael’s Cemetery 
 
St. Michael’s Cemetery is located in downtown Pensacola and dates to the early 
1800s. It originated as a Catholic cemetery for the Spanish inhabitants of the area. The 
University of West Florida (UWF) surveyed the cemetery in 2002 and documented the 
3,198 extant grave markers (Liebens 2003). St. Michael’s Cemetery was selected for this 
project because of two main factors. First, the survey by UWF created a Geographic 
Information System (GIS) database of grave marker information that could be used as a 
basis for further research. By analyzing the UWF data, it was known that the cemetery 
contained burials from many different ethnic groups and had a large sample of grave 
markers for the 70-year span from 1870 through 1939. This time period was chosen 
because of the existence of historic records (e.g. U.S. federal censuses) that could denote 
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birthplaces of the individuals interred in the cemetery and because grave markers in the 
1940s and later are more uniform and less unique than those of earlier decades.  
Secondly, finding individual ethnic cemeteries of a comparable time frame in 
Florida is difficult. Many ethnic cemeteries began in different time periods and are too 
small to be statistically significant. St. Michael’s has 1,497 grave markers for interments 
during 1870 to 1939 and this large sample allows for statistical analysis. Lastly, St. 
Michael’s eight-acre size and state historic preservation status allowed safe and easy 
access to the grave markers and kept the scope of the project from being overwhelming 
(Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2 – St. Michael's Cemetery 
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Defining Ethnic Groups 
Artifacts found by archaeologists can be symbols of an ethnic group (e.g. grave 
markers), however, no artifact or group of artifacts are ―ethnically unequivocal‖ (Pohl 
1998:21). Multiple lines of evidence must be used to determine ethnicity in an 
archaeological context such as a cemetery. Individual symbols alone do not designate 
ethnicity; a series of attributes/identifiers that are used more by one group than another 
can point towards a pattern of preferred symbols for an ethnic group. The symbols will 
not however, be unique to that ethnic group.  
Montagu (1974:441) defined the term ethnic group as representing ―one of a 
number of populations…which individually maintain their differences, physical and 
cultural, by means of isolating mechanisms such as geographic and social barriers‖. A 
common ethnic identity exists as a ―socially constructed category contingent on beliefs‖ 
(Abizadeh 2001:25) and the composition of such a group can change due to political, 
economic, and social factors (Pohl 1998). Ethnicity has broad implications and its 
definition was refined for this project. 
The Social Science Research Council suggests two ways to determine ethnicity. 
The first involves obtaining information on the individual’s place of origin and native 
language and the second is to use the person’s own self-identification (Van Dusen and 
Zill 1975:10). The true ethnicity of an individual can only be defined by that person 
during his or her life. Since that is impractical for a cemetery study, this project uses the 
first guideline for the definition of ethnic group—the gathering of nativity information. A 
person’s place of origin or nativity is recorded on historic documents such as grave 
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markers, burial registers, and census records. Therefore, for this thesis, the birthplace of 
each of the individuals in the dataset was used to assign a general ethnic group. The 
birthplace locations were grouped regionally (e.g. Central Europe) to create sufficient 
group element counts for statistical analysis. 
Historic records were used to determine the ethnicity of each individual 
represented on the grave markers in St. Michael’s Cemetery during the 70-year span from 
1870 through 1939 and an array of burial attributes was collected for each grave site. All 
birthplaces inscribed on grave markers were cross-checked in multiple historic records, 
and burial attributes, such as marker type and material, were compared to contemporary 
monument company catalogs to ensure validity of the data. The present study was 
designed to identify ethnic groups and their usage patterns of burial attributes—not to 
interpret the meanings of symbolism nor evaluate social status. For example, the color or 
race of each individual was collected and the distribution of non-white graves across St. 
Michael’s Cemetery infers desegregation had occurred. Investigation of societal data is 
beyond the scope of this project. Future analysis of the dataset collected for this thesis 
may be useful for other studies. 
Hypotheses 
The 1870 to 1939 subset of the extant grave markers in St. Michael’s Cemetery 
was analyzed and used to test two hypotheses: 1) Ethnic groups represented by the grave 
markers at St. Michael’s during the project’s time period have identifiable sets of burial 
attributes; 2) the visible ethnic attribute sets show evidence of the acculturation of the 
ethnic group over time.  
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Document Organization 
The remainder of this document will outline the research and results found during 
the analysis of burial attributes in St. Michael’s Cemetery. Chapter Two is a literature 
review of past research involving the definition of ethnicity and cemetery analysis 
involving ethnicity and acculturation. Chapter Three contains a history of Pensacola and 
St. Michael’s Church and Cemetery. Chapter Four details the materials and methods used 
during the research and Chapter Five displays the results and the interpretations. Chapter 
Six is a discussion of the results and Chapter Seven is the conclusion and recapitulation 
of the project. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Some scholars suggest that cemeteries are for the living, not for the dead (Jordan 
1982:3). The symbolism found in the cemetery landscape may reflect people’s fear of 
death, their hope for rebirth and resurrection, or their love of life. Each stone tells a story 
within the context of the culture and society in which it was made. The symbols on 
gravestones reflect the societal values of the time and place, with religion playing a major 
role in the selection of imagery, along with social status, ethnicity, and gender. 
Defining Ethnicity 
Weber’s (1996:56) broad definition of ethnicity states that as long as the members 
of a group have a ―subjective belief in their common descent‖ that they function, and are 
viewed, as an ethnic group. Ethnicity involves a cultural group living in a community 
within a different culture. To be part of an ethnic group, an individual must outwardly 
manifest traits of the group, usually physically and/or socially (Barth 1969:11). However, 
not all members of an ethnic group exhibit the same traits; they usually embrace their 
own particular subset of the overall assortment. As long as the immigrants and the local 
society are aware of the differences between their cultures the newcomers are considered 
an ethnic group (Raitz 1979:80). Only assimilation will remove the ethnic label. 
Acculturation and assimilation of immigrants entails their absorption into the new 
society, though not all ethnic groups fully assimilate into their new culture (Barth 
1969:10). Gans (1996:426) describes acculturation and assimilation as ―secular trends‖ 
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that subsume the immigrant into the local populace. According to Raitz (1979:85), 
acculturation is the first part of assimilation whereby the immigrants change their cultural 
attributes so they can successfully function in the new society. These attributes include 
their use of ―language, religion, law, symbols, beliefs, and values‖ (Raitz 1979:85). 
Assimilation involves the social part of their ethnicity—church, family, and fraternal 
groups. Once the ethnic group is included in the local society’s social network, it has 
been assimilated and the ethnic group ceases to exist in that locale. 
Hansen (1996), along with Nahirny and Fishman (1996) stated that three 
generations is the length of time to full assimilation. The actual immigrant generally 
retains more of the traits of his ethnicity (e.g. language) than his children. The second 
generation pushes away its ethnic traits as it tries to work and learn in the new society. 
This second generation can be harassed by the locals for being children of foreigners, and 
harassed by their parents for trying to become Americans (Hansen 1996:203). Hansen 
(1996:206) feels that the third generation could have an upswing of ethnic fervor. They 
retain their ethnicity, but manifest it differently than their grandparents. Thus, the full 
assimilation of the ethnic group may take longer than three generations as some families 
may have a third generation revival. Conversely, Nahirny and Fishman (1996:278) state 
the immigrant’s ―ethnicity‖ wanes fully over the course of three generations, and the 
ethnic identity of the grandchild is American ―of one particular (if not mixed) ethnic 
ancestry‖.  
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Cemetery Analysis of Ethnicity and Acculturation 
Cemetery analysis usually focuses on changes in society and the reflection of 
those changes in the cemetery landscape. Analysis of grave markers in a cemetery allows 
a specific subset of the local population to be studied. One of the many social concepts 
used for study is ethnicity. Finding and classifying ethnicity in the cemetery involves 
equating burial identifiers, such as design motifs, relationship epitaphs, and grave marker 
types, with the group erecting the grave markers. The following studies (grouped by 
region) are some of the more important works in cemetery analysis. These published and 
unpublished studies have covered a number of different regional areas of the United 
States and investigated both religious and ethnic effects on imagery. 
New England and the Mid-Atlantic 
New England was settled early in North America’s history and there are many 
extant gravestones from the 17
th
-century onwards. Garman’s (1992) study of an African-
American burial ground in Newport, Rhode Island, assessed the ways in which the 
gravestones show or hide the ethnicity of the deceased. The death dates on the 
gravestones are from 1720 to 1830. During the pre-Revolutionary War time frame of 
slavery in Rhode Island, the white slave owner controlled the content of the gravestone 
for his servant. Most stones during this period were smaller than a white child’s stone and 
the verbiage shows the master(s) of the slave. The gravestones were arranged in groups 
corresponding to the master’s family, not the slave’s. Once the slaves were freed, they 
were able to choose their own grave markers and group them by their own families. The 
sizes and content of the freedman’s stones grew to match those of white society and most 
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of the indications of slavery were dropped so ethnicity would not be obvious by reading 
the stone. Gorman’s analysis indicated that acculturation of African-Americans into 
white society had occurred in the graveyard, but full assimilation was more than a 
century away.  
Gibson (1982) studied eleven cemeteries within the Baltimore—Washington, DC 
metropolitan area using data from the 1880s to the 1980s for five ethnic groups (German, 
Polish, Jewish, English, and African-American). She sampled within the individual ethnic 
cemeteries by cluster and chose sections containing group sites (i.e. families) so that 
measurements of the clusters could be used to make statistical inferences. Her intent was 
to compare and contrast the ethnic burial practices including size and shape of the 
monument, inscriptions and symbols, the distance between monuments, and the 
arrangements of the graves into family units. The sample of approximately 500 graves 
was correlated with ―economic, social prestige, religious, and historical phenomena‖ to 
show social influences on ethnic burial practices (Gibson 1982:114). She found that the 
differences between the ethnic groups were visible Gibson’s analysis showed that the 
English preferred larger grave markers (73) and the Germans preferred family 
monuments (65) and relationship wording (79). Both ethnic groups had similar usage 
patterns for coping and fencing (61). She also showed that the use of ethnic attributes, 
such as foreign language epitaphs, diminished over the time. However, Gibson suggests 
that even though the German’s no longer used their native language on their grave 
markers, they still maintained their ethnicity. Therefore, they acculturated, but did not 
assimilate.  
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Mid-West and Northern Plains 
Nutty (1978) compiled historical information on the land use and history of the 
pioneers in the area of Story County, Iowa and compared the information in the historic 
records to what she found within the area’s cemeteries. A sample of thirty cemeteries, 
containing 1,969 markers, was used for the project (Nutty 1978:83). The ethnic groups 
found in this study include Irish, German, Danish, English, and Norwegian. She studied 
gravestones on a basic level of form, decoration, and kinship and found that church 
cemeteries had more expression of ethnic groups than community cemeteries. Nutty’s 
analysis shows the use of relationship wording decreasing from 1870 to 1920 (166) and 
the size of monuments diminishing over the same period with small, low blocks 
becoming the norm between 1910 and 1920 (171). She noted that the form and size of 
gravestones changed over time, but did not equate this to specific ethnic groups or 
acculturation. 
Harnois (2000) collected data from four cemeteries in Clay County, South Dakota 
dating from 1870 to 1986 including 237 grave markers, which memorialized 273 
individuals. He found differences in form, decoration, and placement through the 
cemeteries and through time. In addition to collecting and analyzing his own data, he 
compared it to portions of Story County, Iowa (see Nutty above) and found that it 
correlated. There were migrations of ethnic groups from central Iowa to Clay County, 
South Dakota and these immigrants brought their cultural preferences with them. There 
were specific trends in the ―use of foreign language, kinship terms, and epitaphs‖ 
(Harnois 2000:viii) and Harnois’s analysis shows the use of kinship, or relationship 
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wording, peaking during the 1880s to 1900 and then diminishing. Only three of the 
cemeteries were considered ―ethnic‖ and Harnois indicated that one of these (75% 
Swedish, 25% Danish) did not contain any foreign language markers and that this ―may 
indicate a willingness…to leave the past behind and fit into their new cultural home‖ 
(73). However, the Norwegian cemetery, which was closely associated with an ethnic 
church, maintained their cultural ties and therefore had more visible ethnic attributes in 
the cemetery (Harnois 2000:74). 
Texas and Far West 
Jordan (1982) created one of the first significant studies of regional cemetery art 
outside of New England. The author analyzed three types of ethnic cemeteries (Southern 
Anglo-American, Hispanic, and German) in Texas and their cultural connotations. He 
investigated the ethnic origins for burial attributes, such as shell decorations on the 
Southern Anglo-American graves (a West African tradition), and the use of color on the 
Hispanic graves (from pre-Columbian Mexico). Jordan describes German traditional 
burials as using ―sanctified, church-related burial ground[s]‖ (90) and with typically only 
husband and wife buried side-by-side instead of family lots (96). He also found 
similarities between German grave markers in Texas and Central Europe indicating that 
they used their imported traditions and ―placed a higher value on ornate, well-crafted 
memorials‖.  
Bruner’s (2007) study compares four ethnic groups—African-American, 
Mexican-American, German-American, and Anglo-American—in twenty cemeteries in a 
two-county area of Texas. He explores how mortuary behavior can be a product of 
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individual choice, familial decisions, and memberships within interest groups. Bruner’s 
total sample was 1,141 interments across both rural and urban cemeteries. He focused 
mostly on African-American burials, but used the other ethnic groups to ―create a 
sociohistorically comparative framework‖ (Bruner 2007:iv). Bruner’s intent was to study 
the changes in African-American burial practices to see if they carried their traditions 
with them while moving from rural communities into the urban setting of Houston. He 
concludes that 20th-century African-American mortuary practices in urban Houston 
displayed West African and Anglo-European traditions (Bruner 2007:293), thus, 
continuing their unique practices and not acculturating into Anglo-American society.  
Mallios and Caterino (2007) studied nearly 5,000 individual gravestones sampled 
from forty-four cemeteries in San Diego County, California. They collected three 
categories of data: position, physicality, and literality. Positional information included 
UTM coordinates and elevation. The physical information included the monument type, 
material, dimensions, condition, and orientation. The literal data encompassed the 
inscriptions. The author’s research questions focused on changes in design over time and 
how ethnicity, religion and other factors affect the grave marker attributes. Their analysis 
compared a 1,000 grave marker sample from a large cemetery (75,000+ burials) to the 
total combined sample from the other cemeteries. They found gradual changes (e.g. 
reduction in height) in stages across many of the cemeteries and diachronic change in 
stone form from tall vertical to low horizontal monuments. The only cemetery which had 
no reduction in size was a Jewish cemetery in urban San Diego. They concluded that their 
results ―reflect changing mortuary attitudes and parallel other diachronic cultural 
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phenomena of modern American society during the 19th and 20th centuries‖ which 
implies the changes were not based on ethnicity or acculturation (Mallios and Caterino 
2007:50).  
The South 
Combs’s (1978) research documented cemetery art in early Georgia and South 
Carolina.  The author delves into the cultural and religious attributes of southern society 
and compares the iconography to New England. Combs systematically cataloged 
eighteenth-century grave markers throughout the region and analyzed the symbolism, 
comparing this information to furniture encyclopedias and catalogs of the time period to 
show the craft traditions that influenced the artwork. Combs’s investigation of cultural 
and religious influences on Southern iconography proved that New England carvers 
dominated funerary art in the region, both by stones being imported from New England, 
and by carvers migrating from the northeast into South Carolina and Georgia. The single 
ethnically associated attribute was the popularity of portraiture on grave markers in 
Charleston, which was influenced by British immigrants. 
Dethlefsen’s (1981) study of three Alachua County, Florida, cemeteries discusses 
ways in which the data found in cemeteries can be analyzed to study the community. The 
living ―determines and maintains the cultural frame within which mortuary practices and 
perceptions occur‖ (Dethlefsen 1981:137). The data for the 1,309 graves described 
includes symbolism, size of marker, inscriptions, and geography within the cemetery 
bounds. Dethlefsen illustrates comparative frequencies of different marker attributes and 
shows the sequential changes across the federal, Civil War, industrial expansion, and 
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reform time periods. His analysis shows a decrease in the use of marble beginning in the 
1920s, with a corresponding increase in the use of granite. Tall obelisk style monuments 
decrease in usage from the 1890s to the 1920s and are non-existent in these cemeteries 
through 1976. The small block form gradually increases to 1910 and then a large increase 
occurs from 1920 onwards. The use of relationship wording also decreases from the turn 
of the 20
th
-century. 
Gorman and DiBlasi’s (1981) research looked at South Carolina and Georgia 
mortuary ideology concepts in the 18
th
- and 19
th
- centuries. The authors used gravestone 
iconography from over 300 graves across six colonial cemeteries. They looked at Euro-
American colonists and used statistical methods to prove or disprove their hypotheses. 
Among Gorman and DiBlasi’s many hypotheses were two that are relevant to the current 
study: ―the difference in number and kinds of motifs are not related to the religious 
affiliation‖ (84) and ―the occurrence of certain motifs is significantly associated with 
slate gravestones carved in New England as opposed to other motifs carved in the 
Southeast on local granite, sandstone, and native marble‖ (87). The authors used 
religious, social, and economic factors to analyze the changes in the iconography. The 
research found that southeastern motifs were not spatially related to specific religious 
affiliations and that over half of the motifs are localized. They also found that native 
colonists and immigrants to the area shared most of the motifs, but the immigrants 
preferred to use the granite, sandstone, and native marble instead of the imported slate 
gravestones. 
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Summary 
 The variety of research outlined in this chapter illustrates how researchers equate 
burial identifiers—such as grave marker type, material, size, relationship wording, and 
design motifs—with religious and ethnic groups. The main difference between these 
studies and the current project involves finding the ethnicity of the individuals buried in 
the cemeteries. The ethnic groups analyzed by the researchers mentioned above were 
interred in graveyards that were labeled specifically as ethnic cemeteries. The researchers 
were already aware of the groups they were analyzing. The current project involved 
researching which ethnic groups were interred in St. Michael’s Cemetery and then 
correlating those groups with the applicable burial attributes. The current study was aided 
by its large sample size. Many projects, such as Garman (1992); Gibson (1982); Gorman 
and DiBlasi (1981); and Harnois (2000) used much smaller samples (less than 500). 
Others such as Bruner (2007), Dethlefsen (1981), and Nutty (1978) were more 
comparable to the current project’s sample of 1,447: Bruner’s containing 1,141, 
Dethlefsen’s 1,309; and Nutty’s 1,969).  
 
. 
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CHAPTER THREE: PENSACOLA HISTORY 
 
On 14 August 1559, a Spanish expedition led by Tristán de Luna y Arellano 
landed on Santa Rosa Island near present-day Pensacola (Coker 1999:6). There were 
about 1,500 individuals in the group, comprised of approximately 1,000 settlers and 500 
soldiers. This early settlement was intended to protect Spanish trade in the northern Gulf 
of Mexico, but it had many difficulties and the area was abandoned by the Spanish in 
1561.  
Spanish explorers continued to pass through the northern gulf on its trade routes 
and in 1693 Captain Andrés de Pez and Dr. Carlos de Sigüenza y Góngora conducted a 
scientific expedition to explore the bay (Coker 1999:7). Five years later, the Spanish 
reoccupied the site and began the permanent settlement of Pensacola Bay. They would 
however, lose possession as the area changed hands a number of times due to wars. In 
1719 the French captured Pensacola and held it until 1722, when the treaty ending the 
War of the Quadruple Alliance was signed and Spain regained control. At the end of the 
French and Indian War in 1763, Britain was awarded all of Florida and they kept 
possession until 1781, when Spain recaptured Pensacola.  Spain remained in control of 
Pensacola and West Florida until 1821, when it was ceded to the United States. 
St. Michael’s Church 
 
Under the Spanish and French the town church was the major focus of the society 
as both groups were Catholic. From the first landing in 1559, Mass was celebrated with 
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and without an actual church building. In 1757, a new Spanish governor was appointed 
and he named the settlement ―Presidio San Miguel de Panzacola, to commemorate St. 
Michael the Archangel and the native peoples who once congregated around the bay‖ 
(Clune and Stringfield 2009:81). The official establishment of St. Michael’s Church 
occurred on 10 May 1781, the day after Spain recaptured the town from the British.  
The church was within the Diocese of New Orleans until the Louisiana Purchase 
gave control of New Orleans to the Americans. At that time St. Michael’s Church became 
part of the Diocese of Santiago de Cuba in Havana. The long distance relationship 
between Havana and Pensacola was resolved by the appointment of an auxiliary bishop 
to oversee the parish (Dawkins 1991:30). After the United States took control of Florida 
in 1821, the church returned to the Diocese of Louisiana at New Orleans. 
An anniversary pamphlet published by St. Michael’s Church, indicated the 
present structure had stood 75 years and it was designed by Charles H. Overman after an 
1882 fire destroyed the previous edifice (St. Michael’s 1961:1). (Figure 3)  
 
Figure 3 – St. Michael's Church, North Palafox, Pensacola (between 1905 and 1915)1 
                                                 
1 Photograph courtesy of the Library of Congress, Detroit Publishing Collection, Prints & Photographs 
Division, LC-D4-71810. 
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St. Michael’s Cemetery 
The Catholic Church of Pensacola petitioned the Spanish government on 16 July 
1807, requesting thirty arpents of land to create a burial ground (Bruington 1986: xii). 
Though St. Michael’s cemetery had already been in use, it was formally surveyed in 1810 
by surveyor general, Vincente Pintado and contained twenty-five acres (Clune and 
Stringfield 2009:141). An early description of the town mentioned the cemetery’s 
location, ―east of Palafox Street, Cadet Bayou or Cadet’s Spring, ran in a southeastern 
direction passing San Miguel cemetery‖ (Coker 1999:42). Figure 4 is an 1832 inset map 
showing the location of the burying ground and the spring emptying into Pensacola Bay.  
 
Figure 4 – 1832 Map of Pensacola, Florida Territory (Tanner 1836:17)2 
 
                                                 
2 Map courtesy of the David Rumsey Map Collection, Cartography Associates (www.davidrumey.com). 
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The cemetery sits on eight acres in the block bounded by East Chase Street, South 
Florida Blanca Street, East Romana Street, and South Alcaniz Street (30° 24' 53.12" N, 
87° 12' 37.16" W). The North Gate on Alcaniz near Chase (Figure 5) is the same 
structure that was standing in 1938 when Lola Lee Daniell Bruington did her first survey 
of the grave markers in St. Michael’s Cemetery (Bruington 1986:vi). 
 
Figure 5 – St. Michael's Cemetery North Gate, Alcaniz Street, (2009) 
 
St. Michael’s was the only cemetery serving Pensacola until 1876 when St. John’s 
Cemetery, a Masonic cemetery, was founded (Wiggins 1903:33). The burial registers 
from St. Michael’s Church began recording the burial cemetery name in January 1890. 
The register indicates that the first funeral at the church at which the deceased was 
interred in St. John’s was 5 June 1892 (St. Michael’s Church 1892:55). Though St. 
Michael’s was associated with a church, the cemetery’s location on the edge of the 
original town, and the styles of monuments and sculptures are more characteristic of town 
cemeteries than churchyards (Sloane 1991:4). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: MATERIAL AND METHODS 
 
The original dataset for this project was the GIS data collected by the University 
of West Florida (UWF) and published online in 2002 (Liebens 2003). Due to the database 
structure from the original survey, only one individual from each marker was entered in 
the database and only the first thirty-five characters of the epitaph were recorded. In the 
fall of 2008 and spring of 2009, UWF re-canvassed the cemetery and recorded up to nine 
individuals per marker and the entire epitaph for each. 
The current thesis project has built upon the work of UWF by adding detailed data 
at both the grave marker level and the individual decedent level. This enhanced dataset 
increases the usefulness of the data by designating the ethnicity of each individual and 
grave marker from 1870 to 1939. 
University of West Florida Data 
The cemetery was surveyed by UWF researchers using a total station and 
reflecting prism. For each grave, the four corners were surveyed with the total station and 
the inscriptions and tombstone morphology was dictated into a microcassette recorder 
(Liebens 2003). A database was created using this information and it was error checked 
for survey anomalies. A photograph was taken of the main inscription of each grave 
marker or crypt and attached to the appropriate grave information.  
Twenty-two attributes were collected by UWF for all extant grave markers (Table 
1). The qualitative attributes, such as marker type, were recorded using codes to designate 
the categories. Appendix A lists the UWF qualitative data codes. If any of the attributes 
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were not included on the marker, the item was set to ―N/A‖ for ―not applicable‖. If the 
data was present, but illegible, the attribute was set to ―UR‖ for ―unreadable‖. At present, 
there are 3,198 graves included in the SMC-UWF database which date from 1811 to 
1999. Among these records are graves with no legible inscriptions or incomplete name 
information on the deceased. Graves with these problems were excluded from the project. 
Table 1 – University of West Florida grave marker attributes 
Physical Attributes Personal Attributes 
 Number of persons per grave First name 
Marker orientation Middle initial 
Marker type Last name 
Material Suffix 
Preservation Maiden name 
Largest design motif Date of birth 
Second largest design motif Year of birth 
Enclosure material Birthplace 
Epitaph Date of death 
Comments Year of death 
 Sex 
 Age 
 
Creation of Current Data Subset 
The 2002 GIS database was filtered on death years from 1870 to 1939 to 
correspond to the time frame of available historic records, and the resultant dataset was 
exported to a spreadsheet. There were 1,329 grave markers in the initial export; the 
attributes included the grave ID (to link back to the original data), first name, middle 
initial, surname, maiden name, birth date, death date, age, birthplace, orientation, 
material, and marker type. The updated GIS data became available in May 2009. Each 
marker in the new database was checked for death dates in the project time frame. An 
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additional 150 grave markers were found with proper death dates and added to the 
spreadsheet. The updated epitaphs were evaluated for relationship data (e.g. daughter of) 
and those were added as a comments column to assist in historic data collection.   
For each grave marker in this dataset, the photograph from UWF was correlated 
with the data in the spreadsheet to ensure that categorizations for marker type were 
correct. It was found that there were discrepancies between the data and the photographs. 
Some items were just typographical errors on the data entry, but others were mislabeling 
of marker types. Also, some photographs were missing or did not show enough detail to 
be sufficient for analysis. The corrections and new photographs will be submitted to the 
University of West Florida to help ensure the accuracy of the data. The new attributes 
will also be sent to enhance the base dataset. 
On-site evaluations of the markers were undertaken in June 2008 and June 2009 
to remedy the marker classification and photograph issues.  During these data collection 
trips, 830 of the grave markers were re-photographed to include both images of the full 
grave marker and also close-up images of the symbolism. Eighteen additional grave 
markers for the project time period, which were not included in the UWF data, were 
found and photographed bringing the total number of markers to 1,497. Figure 6 shows 
the layout of the cemetery and the markers in the project dataset. 
The data needed for the project falls into two broad categories: physical 
characteristics of the grave marker and personal characteristics of the individuals 
inscribed upon it. The physical characteristics of the grave marker and grave site include 
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Figure 6 – GIS map of grave markers for burials from 1870 to 1939 
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such things as marker type, size, material, orientation, and design motifs (Appendix A). 
The orientation and material designations from UWF were used in the data analysis. The 
remaining physical characteristics were re-evaluated (Appendices B and C). The personal 
characteristics include name, birth/death dates, age, sex, color, and birthplace. Each set of 
characteristics was processed and evaluated and columns added to the spreadsheet for the 
data. 
The data for each grave marker spanned multiple rows in the spreadsheet. 
Personal characteristics were entered on a separate row for each individual on a grave 
marker who died during the project time frame. A separate row for the physical 
characteristics of the grave marker followed the individual rows. These rows were color-
coded to allow analysis by individual and by grave marker. 
Evaluation of Physical Characteristics 
The first step in evaluating the physical characteristics of the grave markers 
involved determining the approximate age of the marker to deem whether it was an 
original marker placed at or near the time of burial, an original that was placed at a later 
date during a subsequent burial, or a modern replacement. New markers placed by later 
generations would not use the same styles and motifs that would have been available at 
the original burial. For graves with both the original marker and a replacement, the 
original marker was used in the analysis (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7 – Original and new marker on a single grave (Andersen 1924) 
 
Three sources were used to determine if a marker should be excluded from the 
dataset. First, a monument artisan was interviewed to learn about manufacturing 
techniques and to understand what materials would have been available during the 
project’s 1870 to 1939 time period. A sample of grave marker photographs was analyzed 
by the artisan for general dating purposes.  
Second, Sears, Roebuck and Company catalogs from 1901 through 1935 and a 
Georgia monument catalog from 1917 were used to analyze styles and materials available 
for purchase. These catalogs reflect the availability of materials, styles, and design motifs 
during the early 20
th
-century. It is important to understand what was widely available to 
consumers to verify that the grave markers were manufactured during the project’s time 
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period. The images in the catalogs were compared with grave markers residing in the 
cemetery. Figure 8 is an example of a Dark Vein Blue Vermont marble Sear’s catalog 
entry and corresponding grave marker in St. Michael’s Cemetery. At the turn of the 20th-
century, Sears exclusively sold marble tombstones (Sears Roebuck & Co. 1901:165). 
Granite markers were available, but out of the price range of the Sears consumer. A 
Sear’s 1902 catalog lauds one of their marble monuments as ―this massive granite style of 
monument‖ (M. Trinkley, Ph.D., elec. comm., 1 August 2009). This indicates the early 
availability of granite markers and keeps early granite examples in the cemetery from 
being excluded based on material. By 1915, a mixture of marble and granite designs were 
available and both were available through the 1930s. In the Sears 1938 catalog, forty-
three granite and twenty-eight marble designs were advertized (A. May, Sears Historical 
Archive, elec. comm., 4 September 2009).  
Lastly, for a matched set of markers on a family lot that are sufficiently similar to 
suggest coeval manufacture, the most recent date on the markers was used for the decade 
of manufacture. For example, Figure 9 shows four markers in the Braswell family lot; the 
earliest death date is 1915 and the latest 1953. Since the group was likely placed in 1953, 
these markers were excluded from the project.  
Using the information from these three sources, fifty markers were excluded for 
being created outside the time frame (1870–1939). After these exclusions, there were 
1,447 grave markers remaining in the dataset. 
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Figure 8 – Sears® catalog ―Northbrook‖ and corresponding marker (Golay 1905)3 
 
 
 
Figure 9 – Braswell family lot (1915–1953) 
 
                                                 
3 “Northbrook” image courtesy of Sears Historical Archives. Used with permission. 
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Number of Individuals and Decade 
The number of individuals inscribed on the stone and the number of those 
individuals who qualified for the project time period were recorded. Markers were then 
classified by a dichotomous (0/1) variable, where individual markers were coded as zero 
(0) and multi-person markers were coded as one (1). This variable was used to determine 
if ethnic groups preferred individual markers versus family markers (Figure 10). The 
earliest and latest death dates from the marker were also recorded.  A decade of 
manufacture was assigned to each marker based on these dates and the monument 
catalogs. Decade was used in the analysis to see if attributes change over time.  
 
Figure 10 – Family marker (Abercrombie 1871–1924) 
 
Non-marker Physical Attributes 
Four non-marker attributes were collected for each grave site. These attributes 
include the existence of a grave cover, footstone, coping, and lot fencing. A grave cover, 
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normally made of concrete, has no inscription on it (Figure 11). It literally covers the 
grave and usually has only a headstone associated with it. A footstone normally is paired 
with a headstone and if inscribed, displays the person’s initials (Figure 12). Coping is 
small, usually marble, ground-level fencing on single or double graves (Figure 13).  
 
 
Figure 11 – Grave cover (Wrighton 1925) 
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Figure 12 – Footstone (Quigley 1893–1919) 
 
 
Figure 13 – Coping (Merritt 1908) 
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Lot fencing often surrounds a family lot (Figure 14). The fences can be made of 
many materials including cast and wrought iron. The UWF database contains the material 
data for enclosures (coping and lot fencing). Figure 15 is a portion of the GIS data 
showing the enclosure data and Figure 16 shows the corresponding markers and lot 
fencing. For this project, only the existence of a grave cover, footstone, coping and 
fencing was recorded and each was coded using 0/1 to show absence/presence. 
 
 
Figure 14 – Lot fencing (Stokes 1884–1921) 
 
 34 
 
Figure 15 – GIS map showing lot enclosure layer and Brux family lot  
 
 
Figure 16 – Brux family lot (1872–1922) corresponding to enclosure layer 
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Marker Type 
The marker types designated by UWF, as shown in Appendix A, were not 
sufficient for this project. In some cases the classifications were too broad (e.g. classic) 
and in others they were inconsistent with standard cemetery classifications. For example, 
raised ledgers were sometimes mislabeled as box tombs. A box (or chest) tomb is an 
aboveground encasing with enough room for the casket to be on the surface and covered 
by the tomb (Mytum 2000:106). The University of West Florida categorized many raised 
ledgers as box tombs (see Figure 14 above for an example of a raised ledger). Each grave 
marker was re-examined either on-site or via the photographs to determine its type.  
Five broad categories—ledger, headstone, low marker, pedestal, and tomb—were 
defined for this project and further granularity was defined for all but ledgers. The shape 
classifications are based on Harold Mytum’s Recording and Analyzing Graveyards 
(2000) and the Glossary of Monument and Mausoleum Terms (Rock of Ages 
Corporation).  
The specific marker type was recorded as categorical data using the codes shown 
in Appendix B. In addition to the detailed subcategory, each of the broad designations 
(i.e. headstone, low marker) were coded separately as 0/1 variables, with one denoting 
the type of grave marker. A discussion of each of the five broad categories and their 
defining characteristics follows. The marker category was determined by the location of 
the inscription. Items without inscriptions were considered auxiliary design elements. 
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Ledgers are low flat markers with the inscription on the horizontal surface. The 
ledgers cover the entire grave, much like a concrete grave cover. The difference is the 
inscription is on the cover instead of on a separate marker (Figure 17). 
 
Figure 17 – Ledger with urn serving as an auxiliary design element (Sunday 1925) 
 
Headstones were classified by the center shape of the top edge of the stone. Most 
headstones only have one top edge shape; however, some markers have a central peak 
and then molding extending out as shoulders and in some cases continuing down the 
sides. Figure 18 illustrates the headstone classifications: basket, Gothic, pointed, rounded, 
serpentine, squared shouldered, square, and scroll. Further delineation of headstones will 
be discussed in the section on molding later in this chapter. 
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(a) Basket 
 
(b) Gothic 
 
(c) Pointed 
 
(d) Rounded 
 
(e) Serpentine 
 
(f) Square shoulders 
 
(g) Square 
 
 
(h) Scroll 
 
Figure 18 – Headstone classifications (Drawings by Amy E. Giroux) 
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Low markers are monuments that include bedsteads, blocks, lawn style, and 
wedges (block/vertical) (Figure 19). These markers normally have the inscription on the 
largest flat face available. It may be on a vertical, horizontal, or angular surface. 
 
 
(a) Bedstead 
 
(b) Block 
 
(c) Lawn 
 
 
 
 
(d) Wedge (block) 
 
 
(e) Vertical Wedge 
 
Figure 19 – Low marker classifications (Drawings by Amy E. Giroux) 
 
 
Pedestals are vertical monuments including arch, column, die and cap, obelisk, 
pulpit, tree, and vaulted-roof (Figure 20). A category of ―unique‖ was also added for 
pedestals and encompasses seven monuments that do not fit into one of the standard 
categories. Figure 21 is an example of a ―unique‖ pedestal monument erected for two 
young boys. 
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(a) Arch 
 
(b) Column 
 
(c) Die and Cap 
 
(d) Obelisk 
 
(e) Pulpit 
 
(f) Tree 
 
(g) Vaulted Roof 
  
Figure 20 – Pedestal classifications (Drawings by Amy E. Giroux) 
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Figure 21 – Unique pedestal (Bell 1885–1888) 
 
Tombs have the casket entombed in a crypt instead of interred in the earth. Five 
tomb types are found at St. Michael’s: barrel, gabled, in-ground, mausoleum, and 
stepped-top. Figure 22 illustrates the fronts of a barrel, gabled, and stepped-top 
aboveground sealed tombs. Mausoleums are also above ground and allow a person to 
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walk into the structure (Figure 23). In-grounds tombs have steps down to the front tablets 
and the tops are level with the ground surface (Figure 24). 
 
 
(a) Barrel 
 
(b) Gabled 
 
(c) Stepped-Top 
Figure 22 – Tomb classifications 
 
 
 
 
Figure 23 – Mausoleum (Dunn 1895–1911)4 
                                                 
4 Photograph courtesy of the University of West Florida. 
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Figure 24 – In-ground tomb (Bagley/Merritt 1868–1891) 
 
Marker Size 
Each marker was categorized for size. Five arbitrary categories were used: extra-
small (less than 20 cm), small (20–40 cm), medium (40–100cm), large (100–170cm), and 
extra-large (greater than 170cm). The largest dimension of the grave marker was used for 
the size. If the marker was horizontal (e.g. ledger) the length of the marker would be used 
for the size (Figure 25). For vertical markers, the height at the tallest point was used 
(Figure 26). Mytum (2000) suggests that whatever measurement standards are used, they 
must be done consistently. The size categories were chosen based on general observation 
of the grave markers at St. Michael’s Cemetery and for the convenience of rapid 
measurement. To speed up the data collection, the size designation was based on gross-
level measurements using the foot length, knee, hip, and head height of the author.  
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Figure 25 – Horizontal marker (Wilson 1939) 
 
 
Figure 26 – Vertical marker (Rodono 1899) 
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Molding 
Marker types were subdivided based on the shape of the center of top of the stone 
(viz basket, Gothic, pointed, rounded, serpentine, squared shouldered, and square). In 
addition to the top shape, many of the headstones have curved sides (Figure 27). These 
curves are referred to as molding and form a variety of shapes (Figure 28). Headstones 
may have one or more molding types; each was noted and recorded as a 0/1 variable. The 
overall absence/presence of molding was also set in a separate variable. 
 
 
Figure 27 – Molding (McClellan 1876) 
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(a) Bandelette 
 
 
(b) Cavetto 
 
(c) Cyma 
 
 
(d) Ogee 
 
(e) Ovolo 
 
 
 
 
(f) Rabbet 
 
 
(g) Slant 
  
Figure 28 – Molding classifications (Drawings by Amy E. Giroux) 
 
Design Motifs 
Each grave marker was examined for design motifs. The UWF data only recorded 
the two main designs. This project recorded all designs associated with the grave marker 
and footstones. Seventy-three different motifs ranging from crosses to flora were 
identified on the markers (Appendix C) and recorded in 0/1 variables. After recording the 
design data, broader categories were identified for statistical analysis. These categories 
include: borders, classic (e.g. columns, torches), crosses (plain and decorative), fauna, 
flora, hands, names, organizations (military and fraternal), relationships, religious 
 46 
symbols, and urns. The absence or presence of each overall design category was noted for 
all grave markers in 0/1 variables. 
Evaluation of Personal Characteristics 
Personal characteristics were collected and evaluated for each individual with an 
inscribed death date between 1870 and 1939. The UWF data included first name, middle 
name, surname, maiden name, birth date, death date, birthplace (if on the marker), and 
calculated or inscribed age. Birthplaces appeared on 374 of the projects 1,447 markers 
with some containing great detail and others like Figure 29 showing only the country. 
The remaining 1,073 grave markers without birthplaces were researched using historical 
records. 
 
Figure 29 – Birthplace and age on tombstone (Ahrens 1870) 
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The historical records used in this project include the St. Michael’s Church burial 
register, the United States federal censuses (1870, 1880, 1900, 1910, 1920, 1930),
5
 the 
Florida state censuses (1885, 1935), and the Florida Death Index. The federal and state 
census records enumerate an individual’s name, sex, age, color,6 birthplace, parents’ 
birthplaces, and many other types of data (e.g. occupation).  
With the exception of the burial register, all of the historical records were 
accessed via Ancestry.com, a subscription website of genealogical and historical 
information. Ancestry.com digitized microfilm copies of the original census records 
created by the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA).  
Special Collections at the John C. Pace Library of UWF has microfilm copies of 
the early records of St. Michael’s Church (1811–1956). Among the records are the 
original burial register and a transcribed copy. The transcribed register was searched for 
each of the individuals in the project dataset and their absence or presence was recorded 
in the spreadsheet along with their birthplace—if recorded in the burial register. The 
birthplace information from the burial register was correlated with other historical 
records such as the U.S. federal census. If discrepancies were found, the census data was 
used instead of the burial register since the census was created during the person’s 
lifetime and therefore has more likelihood of being accurate. The register was also 
                                                 
5 The 1890 U.S. census was lost in a fire in 1921. Fragments of the population schedules survived (6,160 
individuals), but Florida was not among these remnants. 
6 Color is a term used by the U.S. Census Bureau to designate race. The column header on the census 
enumeration forms is “Color or race”. 
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analyzed to view the overall Catholic community in relation to the cemetery to see if the 
burial trends were similar. 
In addition to the base personal information from the UWF data, the following 
items were recorded: the individual’s presence in the St. Michael’s Church burial 
register; birthplace from the burial register (if applicable); determined sex, age, and 
birthplace (plus the source of each); birthplaces of father, mother, paternal and maternal 
grandparents; immigrant generation; presence on the Florida Death Index; and color. A 
hyperlink to the historical records on Ancestry.com was also recorded to allow easy 
access in the future. For those individuals who were not well defined on the grave marker 
(e.g. Mrs. Alex McVoy), multiple historic records were used to determine the person’s 
actual name (Figures 30 and 31).  
 
Figure 30 – Mrs. Alex McVoy grave marker (1910) 
 
 
Figure 31 – 1860 U.S. census for Elvira, wife of Alex McVoy7 
                                                 
7 Alex McVoy household, 1860 U.S. census population schedule, Santa Rosa County, Florida, page 687, 
dwelling 223, family 223; NARA microfilm publication M653, roll 109. Image courtesy of Ancestry.com. Used 
with permission. 
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 Demographic Data 
Sex, age at death, and color were recorded for each individual. This data was 
collected from various sources. For sex, the individual’s name was used as the source if it 
was obviously male or female. If the name was ambiguous, like initials, the epitaph 
would be checked to see if a relationship was mentioned, such as ―wife of‖ or ―son of‖, 
and if recorded, the epitaph was used as the source. If the information from the grave 
marker was insufficient, census records were checked to determine the sex. If all avenues 
failed, the sex was recorded as ―unknown‖. 
Age at death was sometimes engraved on the person’s marker. Others had both 
the birth and death dates so an age could be calculated. If the marker only contained the 
death date and no age, census records were used to determine an approximate birth date 
and then the age at death was calculated from the birth and death dates. If the grave 
marker was for an infant with no age information, they were recorded as zero (0) years 
old. In instances where no age could be determined, it was recorded as ―unknown‖. 
As indicated previously, federal and state census records indicate the color of 
each individual enumerated within the household. Four color designations are found in 
this project’s data: white, black, mulatto, and Creole.8 With the exception of 1900, the 
federal censuses used white, black, mulatto, and various other categories such as 
Japanese (Figure 32). The 1900 census enumeration did not include the mulatto category; 
instead black was to include anyone of Negro descent (U.S. Department of Commerce 
2002:36). The instructions for the remaining census years define mulatto as someone 
                                                 
8 The Creole designation is only found on the state censuses. 
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with ―any perceptible trace of African blood‖ (U.S. Department of Commerce 2002:14). 
The instructions were more complex in 1930 and they stated, ―[a]ny mixture of White 
and some other race was to be reported according to the race of the parent who was not 
White; mixtures of colored races were to be listed according to the father’s race‖ (U.S. 
Department of Commerce 2002:59).  
 
 
Figure 32 – 1880 U.S. census color categories9 
 
If the individual could not be found on census records, the Florida Death Index 
was consulted as it also indicates color. If no source indicated a person’s color, it was 
recorded as ―unknown‖. For demographic purposes in the analysis of the data, three 
categories were used: white, non-white, and unknown. 
                                                 
9 Godfrey, Reache, and Jones households, 1880 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, 
E.D. 42, page 22, dwellings 250-252, families 260-262; NARA T9, roll 127. Image courtesy of Ancestry.com. 
Used with permission. 
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Birthplace 
An individual’s birthplace information could appear on three sources: the grave 
marker, the burial register, and census records. For grave markers with birthplace in the 
inscription, an attempt was made to corroborate that information with historical records. 
Census records were searched for each individual who would have been living during a 
census year. Due to inaccuracies in the indexing of the censuses and misspellings of 
names by the enumerators, it was sometimes necessary to look in multiple years to find 
an individual.  
The census enumerator’s instructions for the collection of birthplace were quite 
specific; however, sometimes the enumerator would gather more or less detail than 
required. The 1870 U.S. census lists whether the person’s parents were of foreign birth 
and the remaining censuses give the specific state/country of birth. For persons born 
within the United States, they were to record the specific state of birth (not the county or 
town). For those of foreign birth, the country of birth was to be recorded as specifically as 
possible. For example, in 1910, if the person had been born in the Kingdom of Austria-
Hungary, the enumerator was to record the specific half of the kingdom (U.S. Department 
of Commerce 2002:49).  For the Florida state censuses, the county of birth was recorded 
for those born in Florida and the rest of the instructions followed the federal designations. 
The Florida state censuses also followed the general format of the federal censuses with 
1885 matching 1880 and 1935 matching 1930. 
Depending on an individual’s age, it was possible to find them on more than one 
census; sometimes both as a child and as an adult. Three generations of birthplaces are 
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normally available on a census record for a child in his or her parents’ household, since 
the parental records indicate the grandparents’ birthplaces. The following description 
illustrates the process of finding an individual with both her spouse and her parents. 
Figure 33 shows Ella Massey Johnson’s grave marker. Using her married name, she was 
located on the 1920 U.S. census with her husband Thomas and their children (Figure 34). 
Using her maiden name, she was located on the 1880 U.S. census as a child in her 
parents’ (James and Johanna) household (Figure 35).  
 
Figure 33 – Ella Massey Johnson grave marker (1938) 
 
 
Figure 34 – Thomas H. Johnson household 192010 
                                                 
10 Thomas H. Johnson household, 1920 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, E.D. 40, 
page 185, dwelling 111, family 136; National Archives Records Administration (NARA) microfilm publication 
T625, roll 220. Image courtesy of Ancestry.com. Used with permission. 
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Figure 35 – James Massey household 188011 
 
These census records indicate that Ella Massey Johnson was born in Florida, with 
her parents, James and Johanna, born in England, and all four grandparents also born in 
England. 
With the available historic records, there are three possible situations where an 
individual’s birthplace cannot be determined. First, are children who were born—and 
died—between census years, thus they were never enumerated on a census and their 
birthplace was unknown. However, if their parents or other siblings could be identified 
using the child’s epitaph, the birthplaces of the parents may be located and recorded for 
that child. The second case is when there is insufficient information about an individual. 
For example, if only their name and death year appear on their marker, their age, and 
therefore their birth year, would unknown. It is difficult to identify specific individuals in 
census records knowing only their name.  The third scenario is a person with a very 
common name and their birth year is not unique. This renders them indistinguishable in 
                                                 
11 James Massay household, 1880 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, E.D. 41, page 
15, dwelling 51, family 51; NARA microfilm publication T9, roll 127. Image courtesy of Ancestry.com. Used 
with permission. 
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the census records. If any piece of information was unobtainable, it was recorded in the 
spreadsheet as ―unknown‖. Other historical records (e.g. birth and death certificates) 
identify place of birth, but the acquisition of these records was not within the scope of 
this project. 
Ethnicity 
Each grave marker in the dataset was assigned an ethnic group based on the 
ancestry of the individuals inscribed on the marker. The decision process for assigning an 
ethnic group was based—in order—on the duality of the grandparents’ birthplaces if 
known, the parents’ birthplaces if known, then on the individual’s birthplace. If the 
marker was for a family, the birthplace of the majority of the individuals was selected. In 
the case of a tie, other markers in the family lot were used to determine the dominant 
ethnic group. 
Immigrant Generation 
The immigrant generation was recorded to allow future analysis of changes in 
burial attributes based on this variable. The numeric value recorded for this variable 
indicates the minimum distance to an ancestor of foreign birth. For example, using Ella 
Massey Johnson from above, she was born in the United States and her parents were born 
in England, making her immigrant generation ―two‖. If the furthest generation found in 
the records is still of U.S. birth, the immigrant generation was set to that number plus 
one. If the grave marker was for a family, the closest foreign birth was used no matter the 
order in which the individual was interred. 
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Statistical Analysis 
Statistical analysis of the collected data was used to validate the project 
hypotheses: 1) Ethnic groups represented by the grave markers at St. Michael’s have 
identifiable sets of burial attributes and 2) the visible ethnic attribute sets show evidence 
of the acculturation of ethnic groups over time. 
Each granular category was checked for the number of grave markers using the 
attribute; categories containing fewer than thirty items were combined with similar 
categories to allow for statistical analysis. For example, one specific design motif is a 
Cross and Crown and only fourteen grave markers displayed this design. Therefore, 
Cross and Crown was combined with various other motifs under the category of 
Religious Symbols.  
Twenty-nine categories were tested for statistical significance using a chi-squared 
test over all ethnic groups (Table 2). For any of the twenty-nine categories showing 
significance in the overall chi-squared tests, individual pairs of ethnic group and burial 
attribute were tested using a 2x2 matrix chi-squared test to determine which specific 
ethnic group was responsible for the overall significance. This level of analysis was used 
to validate the first hypothesis. 
Categories by specific ethnic group showing significance in the individual chi-
squared tests were tested further using logistic regression odds ratios to determine the 
level of acculturation to validate the second hypothesis. 
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Table 2 – Overall chi-squared tested attributes 
Tested Attributes 
 Size – extra-small and small combined Vertical markers 
Size – medium Molding 
Size – large Lot Fencing 
Size – extra-large Grave covers  
Size – large and extra-large combined Coping 
Individual markers Relationship wording 
Family markers Organizations (military and fraternal) 
Material – marble Hands 
Material – granite Fauna 
Tomb Flora 
Pedestal Urns 
Low Marker Crosses – decorative 
Ledger Crosses – plain 
Headstone Religious symbols (includes crosses) 
Horizontal markers   
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS 
 
The following sections provide the results of the data analysis for this study. Specific 
categories, such as demographics, were included in the results to give the larger picture of those 
individuals in St. Michael’s Cemetery. Analyzing the demographics ensures that the sample 
covers comparable percentages of males and females across all age ranges. 
Overall Counts 
Table 3 contains the overall counts of individuals and grave markers for St. Michael’s 
Cemetery for the years 1870 to 1939. The excluded markers were created outside the time frame 
of the project. The 1,447 grave markers and 1,676 individuals were used for the full analyses. 
Also, within the dataset, there were 102 individuals (6.08% of the total) that were not well 
defined (e.g. only first name) on their grave marker. Research in historical records resolved 
eighty-five of these individuals and they were included in the dataset.  
Table 3 – Overall individual and grave marker counts for 1870 to 1939 
 Total Excluded Used Ethnicity 
Defined 
Ethnicity 
Not Found 
 Individuals 1,748 54 1,676 1,573 157 
Grave Markers 1,497 50 1,447 1,303 144 
 
St. Michael’s Church Burial Register 
The transcription of St. Michael’s Church burial register was analyzed to look at the 
overall Catholic community of Pensacola in comparison to the cemetery population. Since the 
cemetery accepted burials of other faiths besides Catholic, the number of burials from the church 
versus the number of interments in the cemetery can show trends. Table 4 lists the counts from 
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the burial register and the cemetery. Approximately one-quarter of individuals inscribed on the 
markers in St. Michael’s were found in the burial register. There are a significant number of 
unmarked graves in St. Michael’s Cemetery (approximately 2,000) which can easily account for 
the burial register differences.
12
 Also, the burial register transcriptions were not complete. Some 
columns of the register had sections that were illegible, thus a small percentage of the names 
were missing for the project’s time frame. 
Table 4 – St. Michael’s Church burial register and St. Michael’s Cemetery counts 
Burial register  
 Buried in St. Michael’s 1,481 
Buried elsewhere 293 
Total from burial register 1,774 
 
Cemetery  
 Found in the burial register 476 
Not found in register 1,200 
Total from cemetery 1,676 
 
The graph of the burial counts by year from the St. Michael’s Church burial register show 
significant spikes (Figure 36). Yellow fever epidemics occurred regularly in Pensacola, and the 
1883, 1887, and 1905 spikes correspond to yellow fever epidemics (Robinson 1991). The 1918 
spike corresponds to the Spanish Influenza pandemic. The corresponding graph from the 
cemetery does not show such dramatic spikes (Figure 37). During the epidemics many burials 
where hastily carried out and were likely not marked. Robinson (1991:81) credits an attending 
physician as noting ―the sick were carted away at night and buried without ceremony‖. Thus, the 
project sample is under-represented in these years as shown by the smaller spikes. 
                                                 
12 Count of unmarked graves from UWF GIS database (smc.mdb) layer sde2_DBO_Unamrked_Burials. 
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Figure 36 – Burial register count of burials by year 
 
 
Figure 37 – Cemetery count of grave markers per year 
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Demographics 
The St. Michael’s Church burial register data had enough information to collect age 
demographics by sex (Table 5). Some entries designated color, but it was inconsistent and 
therefore not used. Funerals at the church covered all age ranges. 
Table 5 – St. Michael's burial register age demographics 
Male Count 
 
Female Count 
  under 1 77 under 1 53 
1 to 12 118 1 to 12 82 
12 to 20 44 12 to 20 36 
20 to 35 136 20 to 35 94 
35 to 50 167 35 to 50 117 
over 50 372 over 50 323 
Unknown 96 Unknown 59 
Total 1,010 Total 764 
 
The data collected for St. Michael’s Cemetery contained sex, age, and color. Tables 6 
through 8 contain age demographics by sex and color. The counts of younger non-whites were 
lower than their white counterparts. However, the unknown categories could ultimately be non-
white and affect the percentages. 
Table 6 – St. Michael's Cemetery female age demographics 
Female 
White Count 
 
Female 
Non-
white Count 
 
Female 
Unknown Count 
 
Female 
Total 
    <1 37 <1 1 <1 14 52
1 to 12 53 1 to 12 1 1 to 12 13 67 
12 to 20 13 12 to 20 3 12 to 20 7 23 
20 to 35 89 20 to 35 4 20 to 35 14 107 
35 to 50 89 35 to 50 6 35 to 50 8 103 
over 50 329 over 50 25 over 50 21 375 
Unknown 2 Unknown 0 Unknown 7 9 
Total 612 Total 40 Total 84 736 
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Table 7 – St. Michael's Cemetery male age demographics 
Male 
White Count 
 
Male 
Non-
white Count 
 
Male 
Unknown Count 
 
Male 
Total 
    <1 65 <1 2 <1 4 71
1 to 12 61 1 to 12 2 1 to 12 11 74 
12 to 20 25 12 to 20 2 12 to 20 6 33 
20 to 35 103 20 to 35 8 20 to 35 12 123 
35 to 50 126 35 to 50 9 35 to 50 14 149 
over 50 396 over 50 21 over 50 20 437 
Unknown 6 Unknown 
 
Unknown 24 30 
Total 782 Total 44 Total 91 917 
 
 
Table 8 – St. Michael's Cemetery unknown age demographics 
Unknown 
White Count 
 
Unknown 
Non-
white Count 
 
Unknown 
Unknown Count 
 
Unknown 
Total 
    <1 2 <1 1 <1 2 5
1 to 12 0 1 to 12 0 1 to 12 3 3 
12 to 20 0 12 to 20 0 12 to 20 0 0 
20 to 35 0 20 to 35 0 20 to 35 2 2 
35 to 50 1 35 to 50 0 35 to 50 2 3 
over 50 0 over 50 0 over 50 4 4 
Unknown 0 Unknown 0 Unknown 6 6 
Total 3 Total 1 Total 19 23 
 
Birthplaces 
The birthplace and counts of individuals in the dataset are displayed in Table 9. There are 
sixty-two unique birthplaces for the 1,676 individuals. The raw data, including birthplaces of 
parents and grandparents, was analyzed and combined into ethnic groups at the grave marker 
level.  
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Table 9 – Individual birthplace counts 
 Birthplace Count  
 
Birthplace Count 
 Alabama 142 
 
Michigan 2 
 Alaska 1 
 
Mississippi 7 
 Arkansas 1 
 
Missouri 4 
 At Sea 1 
 
New Hampshire 2 
 Austria 8 
 
New Jersey 2 
 Bavaria 23 
 
New Mexico 1 
 British Honduras 1 
 
New York 20 
 British West Indies 3 
 
North Carolina 19 
 Canada (English) 20 
 
Norway 4 
 Connecticut 3 
 
Ohio 8 
 Cuba 1 
 
Pennsylvania 11 
 Dalmatia 1 
 
Philippine Islands 1 
 Denmark 7 
 
Portugal 4 
 England 18 
 
Prussia 1 
 Florida 806 
 
Quebec 15 
 France 4 
 
Rhode Island 3 
 Georgia 36 
 
Russia 1 
 Germany 41 
 
Scotland 8 
 Greece 4 
 
South Carolina 23 
 Holland 1 
 
Spain 13 
 Hungary 1 
 
Sweden 4 
 Illinois 9 
 
Switzerland 1 
 Indiana 1 
 
Tennessee 6 
 Iowa 1 
 
Texas 5 
 Ireland 72 
 
Unknown 157 
 Italy 43 
 
Venezuela 1 
 Kentucky 2 
 
Vermont 5 
 Louisiana 60 
 
Virginia 12 
 Maine 3 
 
Wales 1 
 Maryland 3 
 
Washington, DC 4 
 Massachusetts 10 
    Mexico 4 
 
Total 1,676 
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 Individual birthplaces were combined into regional ethnic groupings to allow statistical 
analysis of the data. Table 10 contains the overall counts by ethnic group for the 1,447 grave 
markers in the dataset.
13
 England, France, and Spain include combined areas which had been 
colonial territories of those countries and used the same language. England includes the United 
Kingdom (excluding Ireland), English-speaking Canada, British Honduras, and British West 
Indies. France includes France and French-speaking Canada (Quebec). Spain includes Spain, 
Portugal, Mexico, Venezuela, and Cuba. 
 
Table 10 – Total counts of grave markers per ethnic group 
 Ethnic Group Count 
 Central Europe 138 
 England 103 
 France  46 
 Ireland 139 
 Northern Europe 55 
 Southeast U.S. 536 
 Southern Europe 80 
 Spain  75 
 Unknown/Other 154 
 U.S. (non-Southeast) 121 
 
   Total 1,447 
 
 
Figure 38 is a map of the ethnic groups in Europe and the United States illustrating the 
regional areas selected. The numbers correspond to the count of grave markers for each group. 
The grouping of birthplaces into regional areas was necessary to allow group counts to be of a 
statistically significant size. 
                                                 
13 The color-coding in Table 9 corresponds to the ethnic groupings in Table 10 and the map in Figure 38. 
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Figure 38 – Map of Europe and the United States for ethnic groups 
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Ethnic Group Overall Statistics 
The ten ethnic group designations were used to analyze the twenty-nine selected 
attributes. The attributes were grouped into three: physical grave marker attributes, marker level 
motifs, and grave level motifs. Physical grave marker attributes include size, individual/family 
markers, material, and grave marker type. Design motifs include hands, decorative crosses, plain 
crosses, religious symbols (includes crosses and hands), fauna, flora, urns, relationship wording, 
and organizations (military/fraternal). Grave level motifs include molding, lot fencing, grave 
covers, and coping. Tables 11, 12, and 13 contain the contingency table data for all tested 
attributes. The chi-squared test values for the twenty-nine selected attributes are displayed in 
Table 14. For tests which did not produce valid expected values (greater than 5 per cell) the 
global test value is set to EVF for ―expected value failure‖. 
Nineteen of the chi-squared tests produced a p-value of less than 0.05. This value 
corresponds to a 5% chance that the significance of the attribute is solely due to chance, or 
correspondingly that there is a 95% chance that the attribute is truly significant. The nineteen 
passing attributes are: Size (S/L/L&XL), granite, individual/family marker, marker type (ledger, 
low marker, and headstone), horizontal and vertical markers, molding, grave covers, coping, 
crosses (decorative and plain), flora, religious symbols, and relationship wording. Various chi-
squared tests came out in the negative sense; for example the test showing ―not using marble‖ 
was significant.  
.
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Table 11 – Contingency table for physical grave marker characteristics 
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Table 12 – Contingency table for design motifs 
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Table 13 – Contingency table for grave level motifs 
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Table 14 – Chi-squared overall test values 
Attribute 
Chi-
squared 
global 
value 
Size - XS & S 0.0012 
Size - M 0.0522 
Size - L 0.0000024 
Size - XL *EVF 
Size - L & XL 0.00000042 
 Material - Marble 0.1535
Material - Granite 0.0447 
 Individual Marker 0.0262
Family Marker 0.0262 
 Tomb *EVF
Pedestal *EVF 
Low Marker 0.0283 
Ledger 0.0371 
Headstone 0.0131 
 Horizontal Monuments 0.0164
Vertical Monuments 0.0185 
 Molding  0.0005
Lot Fencing *EVF 
Grave Cover 0.0272 
Coping 0.0070 
 Crosses - Decorative 0.0194
Plain Cross 0.0001 
Religious Symbols 0.0287 
Hands *EVF 
Fauna *EVF 
Flora 0.0028 
Urns 0.1005 
Relationship 0.0266 
Organizations *EVF 
 *EVF - expected value failure 
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Ethnic Group Individual Statistics 
Each attribute with an overall chi-squared p-value of 0.05 or less was tested 
independently by ethnic group to determine which groups were responsible for the significance. 
The nineteen attribute 2x2 tests correspond to 190 individual tests. Table 15 contains only the 
independent attribute tests returning p-values of 0.05 or less. 
Table 15 – Chi-squared burial attribute independent test results 
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Thirteen individual ethnic group chi-squared tests in eight attribute categories had p-
values of less than 0.05. Four categories showed attributes that were preferred by certain ethnic 
groups. Two categories showed attributes that were avoided by certain groups, and the remaining 
two had mixed results. The preferred categories are: large/extra-large markers (Central Europe), 
family versus individual markers (England), molding (Central Europeans using headstones), and 
relationship wording (non-Southeast U.S.). The avoided categories are: marble markers 
(Southern Europe), and religious symbols (non-Southeast U.S.). The mixed categories are: 
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preference for vertical markers (Central Europe, Spain, and non-Southeast U.S.), avoidance of 
vertical markers (i.e. preference for horizontal markers) (Southeast U.S.), preference for floral 
motifs (Central Europe, Northern Europe), and avoidance of floral motifs (Southern Europe). 
From these preferences it can be seen that Central Europeans had the most identifiable 
attributes. The Central Europeans preferred large vertical markers with floral design motifs, and 
headstones, when used, would normally have molding (Figure 41). The attribute with the 
broadest appeal was the vertical monument. These monuments were preferred by Central 
European, Spanish, and non-Southeast U.S. individuals (Figure 42). 
 
Figure 39 – Central European headstone (Pfeiffer 1891) 
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Figure 40 – Vertical marker (Simmons 1879) 
 
Based on the chi-squared testing, the first hypothesis for this thesis has been supported. 
There are identifiable sets of burial attributes for ethnic groups represented by the grave markers 
at St. Michael’s Cemetery. Eight significant burial attributes were identified for various ethnic 
groups (Table 16). Figure 43 is a GIS representation of the vertical grave markers for Central 
European and Spanish immigrants plus the two U.S. groups, confirming the chi-squared 
analyses. 
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Table 16 – Significant burial attribute summary 
Ethnic Group Burial Attribute Preference/Avoidance 
Central Europe Large/extra-large markers Preference 
Vertical monuments Preference 
Headstone molding Preference 
Floral design motifs Preference 
  Non-Southeast U.S. Vertical monuments Preference 
Relationship wording  Preference 
Religious design motifs Avoidance 
  Southern Europe Marble material Avoidance 
Floral design motifs Avoidance 
  Spain Vertical monuments Preference 
  Southeast U.S. Horizontal monuments Preference 
  England Family markers Preference 
  Northern Europe Floral design motifs Preference 
 
Logistic Regression Odds Ratios 
Another statistical analysis was needed to test the second hypothesis: the visible ethnic 
attribute sets will show evidence of the acculturation of ethnic groups over time. Logistic 
regression testing can be used to analyze data diachronically. Each of the eight 
preference/avoidance/mixed attributes in Table 15 above was analyzed using logistic regression. 
The odds ratio is the probability of a preferred attribute divided by the probability of it not being 
preferred. The predictor variable for each test is the burial attribute for Southeast U.S. in the 
1800s and the amount of increase or decrease over time shows the changes in usage.  
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Figure 41 – GIS map of St. Michael's Cemetery for vertical markers ethnic group preferences 
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The French and Northern European ethnic groups did not contain enough members to be 
statistically relevant for logistic regression testing so they were merged into an Other & 
Unknown category. Only the trend lines pertinent to the discussion are shown on the following 
graphs. The predictor variable is the pattern for the graphed burial attribute and the 1.0 value 
equates to the pattern of use for the Southeast U.S. in the 1800s. 
Marker Size – Large and Extra-Large 
 
Central Europeans preferred large or extra-large markers (greater than 100 cm). Figure 44 
is the odds ratio graph for this attribute for all statistically relevant ethnic groups. The logistic 
regression test is used to determine if an ethnic group is acculturating into to the local society 
(i.e. Southeast U.S.).  
 
Figure 42 – Odds Ratios – Marker size: Large and extra-large 
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Some ethnic groups, such as England and Spain, have ratios near that of the Southeast 
U.S. by the end of the 1930s, implying that those groups were approaching the Southeast U.S. 
pattern of use. However, the trend line for Central European immigrants, which preferred 
markers greater than 100 cm, is declining from 1900 and reaches its lowest point in the 1930s. 
This shows that the odds of Central Europeans approaching the use pattern of Southeast U.S. are 
declining, and thus not acculturating for the marker size attribute. 
Family Grave Markers 
English immigrants preferred family versus individual markers. Figure 45 is the odds 
ratio graph for family grave markers for all statistically relevant ethnic groups. Since the test is to 
see if English immigrants are acculturating, the English trend line should approach the Southeast 
U.S. value in the 1930s.  
 
Figure 43 – Odds Ratios – Family grave markers 
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England’s ratio began very low and wound up just as low in the 1930s. Only during 1910 
to 1920 does it mimic the Southeast U.S. Most of the ethnic groups have erratic ratios which are 
moving away from the Southeast U.S. pattern by the end of the 1930s. This would imply that the 
family grave marker attribute is not a strong predictor. 
Material – Marble 
Southern Europeans preferred markers made from non-marble materials, such as granite. 
Figure 46 is the odds ratio graph for marble for all ethnic groups. The test results for Southern 
European acculturation is the comparison of their trend line to that of the Southeast U.S.  
 
 
Figure 44 – Odds Ratios – Material, marble 
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All of the ethnic groups have strongly declining ratios from the turn of the century into 
the 1930s, with those of English descent making the switch to non-marble materials earlier than 
the other ethnic groups. Southern Europeans started with a much higher ratio than the other 
ethnic groups, but in the 1930s had declined as far as the rest. The downward trend would imply 
that marble was in global decline rather than an attribute change due to acculturation. Figure 47 
shows the increase in use of other materials—primarily granite. Other researchers have also 
documented the decline of marble and increase of granite, with marble peaking around 1900 and 
granite increasing from 1910 onwards (Mytum 2000:4; Carmack 2002:102). Therefore, the 
change in material is an affect of the market, not acculturation. 
 
 
Figure 45 – Material use per decade showing increase in non-marble materials 
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Vertical Markers 
Vertical markers were preferred by Central European and Spanish immigrants, and non-
Southeast U.S. individuals. The Southeast U.S. preferred horizontal markers. Figure 48 is the 
odds ratio graph for all statistically relevant ethnic groups for verticality. The logistic regression 
test was used to see if Central European, Spanish, and non-Southeast U.S. individuals’ usage 
characteristics approach the trend line of the Southeast U.S. 
 
Figure 46 – Odds Ratios – Vertical markers 
 
Three of the ethnic groups have drastically declining ratios to the turn of the century and 
then all have limited fluctuation into the 1930s.This could imply that each of the ethnic groups 
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acculturated and began using horizontal markers, which was the preferred marker of the 
Southeast U.S. However, vertical markers were in global decline rather than an attribute change 
that was due to acculturation; Figure 49 shows this decline. The monument industry, following 
the wishes of the cemeteries, began to promote low horizontal markers for ease of lawn 
maintenance at cemeteries.  
 
Figure 47 – Verticality per decade showing increased use of horizontal grave markers 
 
Molding 
Molding was preferred by Central Europeans for their headstones. Figure 50 shows the 
odds ratio graph for this attribute for all statistically relevant ethnic groups. The data for molding 
82 
 
was limited to the headstone marker type since it was the only type for which molding data was 
collected.  The predictor variable is the pattern for molding usage and the 1.0 value equates to 
the pattern of use for the Southeast U.S. in the 1800s. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 48 – Odds Ratios – Molding 
 
Central Europeans preferred molding on their headstones and after a brief drop around 
1910, their trend line grows strong again. Spanish immigrants stay fairly consistent across the 
time period. Only those of English descent near the Southeast U.S. pattern by the 1930s. This 
would imply that headstone molding is not a strong predictor. 
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Flora 
Central and Northern Europeans preferred floral design motifs, and Southern Europeans 
avoided their use. Figure 51 displays the odds ratio graph for flora for the relevant ethnic groups. 
Northern Europeans, though significant in the chi-squared analysis, did not have enough 
elements to be significant in logistic regression and therefore was combined in the Other & 
Unknown category. Both Central and Southern Europeans should approach the Southeast U.S. 
trend line if they are acculturating.  
 
Figure 49 – Odds Ratios – Flora 
 
Most of the ethnic groups, including Southeast U.S., follow the same pattern across the 
20
th
-century and are clustered together in the 1930s. Central Europeans are the exception, as they 
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initially preferred floral design motifs and still strongly preferred them in the 1930s. Southern 
Europeans, which preferred not to use these motifs, actually began to match the majority of 
ethnic groups by the 1930s. Since the majority of groups followed the same pattern over time, 
this attribute is not one that shows acculturation. 
Religious Symbols 
The non-Southeast U.S. group preferred not to use religious symbols on their grave 
markers. Figure 52 illustrates the odds ratio graph for religious symbolism. This test compares 
the non-Southeast U.S. to the trend line of the Southeast U.S. The English and Irish ethnic 
groups were included in the graph as they mimicked the Southeast U.S. pattern more than other 
groups. 
 
Figure 50 – Odds Ratios – Religious symbols 
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Most of the ethnic groups moved towards the Southeast U.S. trend line. The pattern of 
usage for many follows that of the Southeast U.S. over time and therefore shows no real 
acculturation, but rather similar use over time. 
Relationship Wording 
Relationship wording was preferred by non-Southeast U.S. individuals. Figure 53 
displays the odds ratio graph for this attribute for all statistically relevant ethnic groups. Non-
Southeast U.S. and Other & Unknown follow the same trends over time, with the non-Southeast 
U.S. showing more popularity for relationship wording. Again, this does not show acculturation, 
and is likely the result of stylistic trends. 
 
Figure 51 – Odds Ratios – Relationship wording 
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Additional Findings 
A review of the graphs presented above reveals a set of trends for English immigrants 
that was not apparent via the chi-squared analysis. They stand out in the graphs as early users of 
large and extra-large monuments, individual markers, horizontal (low) markers, and non-marble 
use (e.g. granite). From the odds ratio graphs for size, family markers, material, and vertical 
markers English immigrants appear as trendsetters. These trends are the more expensive choices 
for markers in those time frames and can be an indication of their wealth. 
The 1870 U.S. census lists the real and personal property values of an individual. Table 
17 summarizes a brief analysis of four members of the English group appearing on the 1870 
census and the corresponding nominal Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita calculation for 
2008. This analysis indicates that there is a possible correlation between the trends seen for 
England in the logistic regression tests. Future research into a larger portion of the English 
immigrants and other Pensacola residents of the time period would be needed to determine 
whether the English were truly wealthier than the norm.  
Table 17 – Real and personal property value comparison between 1870 and 2008 
Name14 Real Estate 
Value 1870 
Personal Property 
Value 1870 
Real Estate 
2008 GDP 
Personal Property 
2008 GDP 
 Baker 1,000 0 244,579 0 
Mallory 8,000 1,500 1,956,632 366,868 
McCord 108 1,000 26,414 244,579 
McVoy 100 2,500 24,457 611,447 
                                                 
14 The nominal GDP per capita calculator is available online at www.measuringworth.com. 
Wm. J. Baker household, 1870 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, p. 632, dwelling 638, family 
592; NARA M593, roll 29. 
S.R. Mallory household, 1870 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, p. 610, dwelling 265, family 
254; NARA M593, roll 129. 
Russell P. McCord household, 1870 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, p. 36, dwelling 299, 
family 208; NARA M593, roll 25. 
Joseph McVoy household, 1870 U.S. census population schedule, Escambia County, Florida, p. 22, dwelling 152, family 
145; NARA M593, roll 129. 
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION 
 
Hypothesis 1: Ethnic groups represented by the grave markers in St. Michael’s Cemetery 
have identifiable sets of burial attributes.  
Eight significant attribute sets were found by using statistical analysis to test burial 
identifiers and ethnic groups (Table 18). These findings support the first hypothesis. Previous 
researchers have analyzed attributes similar to these, but they have not correlated specific 
preference combinations to ethnic groups (Nutty 1978; Dethlefsen 1981; Harnois 2000; Mallios 
and Caterino 2007). This is the first project that has attempted to correlate multiple attributes and 
document groups of specific preferences for ethnic groups. 
Table 18 – Preferred Burial Attributes by ethnic group 
Preferred Burial Attributes Ethnic Group Preference Ethnic Group  
Avoidance 
 Large/extra-large markers Central Europe  
Vertical monuments Central Europe, Spain, non-Southeast 
U.S. 
Southeast U.S. 
Family markers England  
Marble  Southern Europe 
Headstone molding Central Europe  
Floral design motifs Central Europe, Northern Europe Southern Europe 
Relationship wording  Non-Southeast U.S.  
Religious symbolism  Non-Southeast U.S. 
 
Gibson (1982) found that Germans favored family monuments and preferred to use 
relationship wording. These findings do not correspond with the results from the current project; 
however, she analyzed ethnic German cemeteries and therefore her sample size for German 
immigrants was likely larger than the Central European population in St. Michael’s Cemetery. 
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 Relationship wording is a common attribute for study and Dethlefsen (1981) and Nutty 
(1978) found a decrease in popularity, with Dethlefsen’s Florida project showing decreases after 
the turn of the 20
th
-century. Harnois (2000) identified the peak of popularity to be from 1880 to 
1900. His area of research was South Dakota, which falls into the non-Southeast U.S. ethnic 
designation for this project. The odds ratio test for this attribute shows a corresponding 
popularity for relationship wording from 1880 to 1910 and then resurgence into the 1930s. 
In addition to the base statistical results, it was found that English immigrants were early 
users of large and extra-large monuments, individual markers, horizontal (low) markers, and 
non-marble markers (e.g. granite). Gibson (1982) found that English immigrants preferred large 
markers and this agrees with the current project findings. 
Trends found in St. Michael’s Cemetery correspond with those from other regions of the 
U.S. and would suggest it was within national norms. Future comparison of trends found during 
this analysis with cemeteries in the corresponding regional areas of Europe may show 
continuation of native attribute use or selection of new attributes from the U.S. market.  
Hypothesis 2: the visible ethnic attribute sets show evidence of the acculturation of ethnic 
groups over time.  
The logistic regression testing did not show solid evidence of acculturation of the ethnic 
groups into Southeast U.S. society. Some of the trends, such as those related to the use of marble 
and verticality, show similar preferences for most ethnic groups in the 1930s; however, the odds 
ratio graphs suggest that these shared preferences can be explained by global trends toward low 
granite markers. Other researchers found similar trends (Nutty 1978; Dethlefsen 1981; Mallios 
and Caterino 2007). 
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Dethlefsen (1981) found the use of marble decreased through the 1920s, corresponding to 
this project’s logistic regression odds ratios test for marble, which indicated a strong decline in 
use. He also found that grave marker height decreased from 1890 to 1900, when low block 
markers became popular. Nutty (1978) and Mallios and Caterino (2007) also found reductions in 
marker height and the increase of low block markers. Their findings match the changes in 
verticality in St. Michael’s. 
The diachronic changes in burial identifiers were more difficult to attribute to the 
acculturation of the immigrant. Since the majority of ethnic groups in St. Michael’s Cemetery 
followed common usage patterns, was it possible that acculturation had already occurred? To test 
this research question, a spatial analysis of the cemetery was performed. 
Two analyses were necessary to test for previous acculturation. The first needed to 
determine whether the cemetery usage was restricted by time period. For example, large 
municipal cemeteries normally allow burials in one section at a time and when a section fills, 
new land is surveyed and opened to burials. An analysis of St. Michael’s Cemetery burials by 
decade indicates that interments were not restricted to certain areas of the cemetery based on the 
date of burial (Figure 52). All areas were available for burial at all times. 
The second analysis needed to check for any ethnically segregated areas of the cemetery. 
The existence of segregated areas would imply that the immigrants were not yet acculturated into 
local Pensacola society. A GIS analysis of the grave locations by ethnic group reveals that there 
are no ―ethnic‖ sections in the cemetery (Figure 53). All groups are evenly spread across the 
cemetery landscape. 
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Figure 52 – GIS map of St. Michael's Cemetery by burial decade 
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Figure 53 – GIS map of St. Michael's Cemetery by ethnic group 
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The logistic regression testing of the second hypothesis did not find conclusive evidence 
of acculturation. Changes in the memorialization industry could be a contributing factor to 
differences in attribute selection. Spatial analysis of the ethnic groups of St. Michael’s infers that 
acculturation had already happened. Point pattern analysis, such as Ripley’s K-function, provides 
support to the visual map analysis and indicates non-clustering of ethnic markers groups 
(O’Sullivan and Unwin 2003:93). Pensacola society, as reflected in the cemetery landscape had 
already gone through de-segregation and all ethnic groups were treated the same at the cemetery. 
Whether this holds true for the society in general is a matter for future research. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
A large dataset was assembled for this project and many of the variables collected have 
potential for further study. The following list offers some suggestions: 
 Analyze age and gender within ethnic groups to determine if specific combinations 
are the cause of the trends in preference. 
 Analyze the use of family plots among ethnic groups to determine any patterning in 
spatial arrangements. 
 Analyze immigrant generation to determine if the patterns suggested by Hansen 
(1996), and Nahirny and Fishman (1995) hold true that full assimilation occurs in the 
third generation. 
 Analyze color and compare African-American burials within the cemetery to burials 
within African-American cemeteries. 
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In addition to further research within St. Michael’s Cemetery, the methodology used to 
assign ethnicity to individuals and grave markers could be applied to other ethnically diverse 
cemeteries in other research locales. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION 
 
The composition of St. Michael’s Cemetery in Pensacola, Florida, was analyzed to 
determine if ethnicity and acculturation were visible in the cemetery landscape. The statistical 
results indicate a correlation of ethnicity with marker attributes. Historical sources were used to 
assign ethnicity to each grave marker by determining the birthplaces and ancestry of those 
memorialized. Burial attributes, such as marker style, were then correlated with ethnicity in the 
sample. Central Europeans had the most identifiable preferences in their choice of burial 
attributes, preferring large markers, vertical markers, floral design motifs, and headstone 
molding. Other observable ethnic patterns include the use of family markers, non-marble 
materials, horizontal markers, relationship wording, and religious symbolism. 
The changes in burial identifiers over time were more difficult to attribute to the 
acculturation of the immigrant. Spatial analysis illustrates that ethnic markers were dispersed 
across the cemetery; this lack of segregation in the graveyard may be due to acculturation. 
However, the diachronic changes in burial identifiers cannot be clearly ascribed to the 
acculturation of the immigrants. Use of marble materials and the height of markers diminished 
for all ethnic groups. Significantly, while diachronic changes in burial identifiers were noted, 
these changes and greater homogeneity in attributes appear to be more directly associated with 
market factors than acculturation. It is also possible that acculturation had already taken place. 
This is suggested by the lack of segregated ethnic areas within St. Michael’s Cemetery. All 
ethnicities—including non-whites—had access to the entire cemetery and were not restricted on 
their choice of burial location.  
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The present study of grave markers in St. Michael’s built upon previous research and 
expanded the literature on the analysis of ethnic visibility through grave marker attributes, 
stylistic changes in marker properties over time, and the study of ethnicity and acculturation. 
Previous cemetery research, especially in Florida, has not produced broad analyses of multiple 
detailed burial identifiers by ethnic group. This thesis project enhanced the work of the 
University of West Florida by adding detailed data at both the physical grave marker level and 
the individual decedent level, thus allowing a broad analysis of burial attributes and ethnicity. 
The enhanced dataset produced by this study increased the usefulness of the UWF data by 
designating the ethnicity of each of the 1,676 individuals and 1,447 grave markers dating from 
1870 to 1939.  
The methodology used for this project involved historical research to identify birthplaces 
for each memorialized individual to allow the accurate assignation of ethnicity to grave markers 
in St. Michael’s. Using nativity as a basis for ethnic groupings as designated by the Social 
Science Research Council allowed for regional groupings of grave markers by the birthplace of 
the individuals (Van Dusen and Dill 1975:10). The birthplace locations were grouped regionally 
(e.g. Central Europe) to create sufficient group element counts for statistical analysis. This 
methodology can be used in other non-ethnic cemeteries to determine the ethnic makeup of the 
burials identified by extant grave markers. 
The study of ethnicity in St. Michael’s Cemetery has found that burial attribute 
preferences are discernable via statistical analysis and that acculturation is a more difficult 
characteristic to validate. This project has added a large dataset and a methodology for the 
assignation of ethnicity to the literature. 
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APPENDIX A: UWF QUALITATIVE CATEGORIES 
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Marker Type Meaning 
 BT Box tomb 
BT/HB Box tomb & headboard 
BVR Barrel vaulted roof 
C Classic 
CI Cast Iron 
FB Footboard 
HB Headboard 
HB/BT Headboard & box tomb 
HFB Head & foot board 
IGV In ground vault 
L ledger/flat 
MA  Mausoleum 
MO Monument 
N/A Not applicable 
O, OB Obelisk 
P Pedestal 
PR Pitched roof tomb 
S Stele 
SC Standing cross 
ST Stepped top tomb 
TT Table tomb 
UR Urn 
VM Vernacular marker 
BORDER  
 
Material  Meaning 
 BR Brick 
CC Concrete 
CC/BR Concrete/Brick 
CC/GR Concrete/Granite 
CC/MA Concrete/Marble 
CI Cast Iron 
GR Granite 
LI Limestone 
MA  Marble 
MA/BR Marble/Brick 
MA/GR Marble/Granite 
N/A Not applicable 
SS Sandstone 
ST/MA Stucco/Marble 
WD Wood 
 
 
Design Meaning 
 AG Angel 
AO Anchor 
BO Book 
CA Chain 
CC Cross & crown 
CF Confederate 
CH Clasped Hands; cherub 
CO Typo for Book 
DO Doves 
ES Eastern Star 
FL Flowers 
HA Single hand 
HE Hearts 
HH hand pointing up 
LA Lambs 
LY Lyre 
MA Masonic 
N/A Not applicable 
OA Other animal 
SCROLL  
TO Torch 
TQ Trefoil/quatrefoil 
UA Unadorned 
UR Urn 
WI Willow 
WR Wreath 
WW Woodmen World 
XX Cross   
 
Enclosure Meaning 
 BR Brick 
BW Brick wall 
CC Concrete 
CI Cast Iron Fence 
CI/CO Cast Iron/Coping 
CO Coping 
N/A Not applicable 
NO None 
OT Other 
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APPENDIX B: GRAVE MARKER CATEGORIES 
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Code Meaning 
 HS-A Headstone – Arch (square-shoulders) 
HS-B Headstone - Basket Arch 
HS-D Headstone - Diamond 
HS-F Headstone – Flat (square) 
HS-FS Headstone - Flat (Split) 
HS-G Headstone - Gothic 
HS-H Headstone - Heart 
HS-P Headstone - Pointed 
HS-R Headstone - Rounded 
HS-S Headstone - Serpentine 
HS-SC Headstone - Scroll 
HS-SS Headstone - Serpentine (Split) 
 L Ledger 
 LM-B Low Marker - Block 
LM-BS Low Marker - Bedstead 
LM-F Low Marker - Flat 
LM-VW Low Marker - Vertical Wedge 
LM-W Low Marker - Wedge 
 P-A Pedestal - Arch 
P-B Pedestal - Base 
P-C Pedestal - Column 
P-G Pedestal - Gabled Rectangular 
P-O Pedestal - Obelisk 
P-P Pedestal - Pulpit 
P-R Pedestal - Rectangular 
P-T Pedestal - Tree 
P-U Pedestal - Unique 
P-V Pedestal - Vaulted 
 T-B Tomb - Barrel Roof 
T-G Tomb - Gabled Roof 
T-IG Tomb – In-ground 
T-M Tomb - Mausoleum 
T-S Tomb - Stepped Roof 
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APPENDIX C: DESIGN MOTIFS 
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Alpha Omega Angel Baby 
Basket Block Book 
Border Broken Chain C S A 
Celtic Cross Celtic Knot CI-GIT 
Clasped Hands Column Coptic Cross 
Cross Crown Cross Flower Cross on Rocks 
Crown Dove Drape 
Draped Urn First Name Floral 
Foreign Language Gate Gothic Cross 
Hand Cross Hand Down Hand Flower 
Hand Up Heart I H S 
Initials K of C Lamb 
Lamp Lying Cross M W A 
Mary Masonic Multiple Hands 
Nautical Oak Leaves Obelisk on IGV 
Pennant Pillow Plain Cross 
Praying Hands Relationship Ribbon 
Rings Rock Rope 
S A R Scroll Sea Shell 
Shamrock Shoe Span-Am War 
Standing Cross Standing Gothic Cross Star 
Statue Torch Tree 
Trefoil/Triangle Urn War Veteran 
Wheel Woodman Circle WOW 
Wreath   
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